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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statements (IDS) submitted on March 26, 2001 , June 
4, 2001 , July 27, 2001 , August 30, 2001 , and January 31 , 2002, are being considered 
by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 , 4, 7, andl 0 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Connelly (6,144,376) in view of Gibbs et al. (6,292,187) [Gibbs]. 

Regarding claims 1 and 10, Connelly discloses a system for providing an 
electronic program guide (EPG) presentation (fig. 3B) for use with a receiver (fig. 
4, processing unit 400, col. 5, lines 13-23) for displaying programs from a 
plurality of program sources (both television and internet content, col.4, lines 32- 
44) on a plurality of user-selectable channels (fig. 3B, channels 2, 4, 5, 9 and 10) 
comprising an EPG presentation generator (fig. 2, system 200) for generating a 
displayable EPG presentation (software module running on system 200 
generates the EPG presentation, col. 4, lines 4-12, 32-44) and a signal filter (fig. 
2, processor 202, col. 3, lines 50-61). 
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Connelly fails to disclose an EPG morphing engine for modifying the EPG 
presentation based on a control command generated by the signal filter. 

In an analogous art, Gibbs teaches a software engine (API, col. 8, lines 
41-56) for modifying the presentation of user interfaces (col. 4, lines 20-35; col. 5, 
lines 44-55; and col. 7, lines 27-39), improving the look and feel of the interface 
(col. 8, lines 57-64). 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the system disclosed by Connelly to include an EPG morphing 
engine for modifying the EPG presentation, as taught by Gibbs, wherein this 
modification is based on a command from the signal filter, as it is the processing 
unit which controls all aspects of graphical displays. The reason for doing so is 
to improve the look and feel of the EPG interface displayed to the user. 

Regarding claim 4, Gibbs additionally teaches the morphing engine 
comprises a set to parametrical functions (parametrical functions are the 
alterations performed on individual components in the user interface, col. 9, lines 
6-14, called 'mattes', col. 7, lines 1-27 and col. 8 lines 41-56, which provide, for 
example, transparency controls for fade effects, col. 9 line 66 - col. 10 line 15 
and col. 9, lines 14-28), such functions provide modular control over the 
individual components of a user interface for both ease and flexibility in modifying 
the interface. 
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It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to further modify the system disclosed by Connelly and Gibbs to include a set 
to parametrical functions in the morphing engine, as taught by Gibbs, wherein the 
signal filter (Connelly, fig. 2, processor 202) calls the function and its parameters, 
for the benefit of enabling modular control over the individual components of the 
EPG presentation for both ease and flexibility in modifying the display presented 
to the user. 

Regarding claim 7, Connelly and Gibbs disclose the system of claim 1, 
wherein the signal filter (202) is based on input from a user (Connelly, user input 
is through input device 206, col. 3, lines 55-61). 

4. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Connelly 
and Gibbs as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Matthews, III et al. 
(5,724,492, of record) [Matthews]. 

Regarding claim 2, Connelly and Gibbs disclose the system of claim 1 , but 
fail to disclose the EPG presentation is capable of being displayed as a three 
dimensionally arranged set of three dimensional surfaces textured by specially 
preprocessed scheduling data. 

In an analogous art, Matthews teaches a system for displaying 
programming information (fig. 7) which is capable of displaying said programming 
information as a three dimensionally arranged set of three dimensional surfaces 
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textured by specially preprocessed scheduling data (the system animates the 
objects in true three dimensional fashion, col. 16, lines 1-14, this animation 
includes the text upon the faces of the objects, as shown in fig. 7 and the spatial 
positioning of the object on the screen, as shown in fig. 6). Such capability 
conserves screen space while still providing a significant amount of information 
to a user (col. 15, lines 5-15). 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the system disclosed by Connelly and Gibbs to include the 
capability to present the EPG data as a three dimensionally arranged set of three 
dimensional surfaces textured by specially preprocessed scheduling data, as 
taught by Matthews, for the benefit of conserving screen space by adding a third 
dimension of depth in which to present scheduling information to a user. 

5. Claims 3, 5, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Connelly and Gibbs as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Slivka et al. 
(6,061,695) [Slivka]. 

Regarding claim 3, Gibbs additionally teaches applying a presentation 
solution (presentation theme, col. 9, lines 29-39), presenting a coherent motif 
regarding the look and feel of said EPG to the user. 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to further modify the system disclosed by Connelly and Gibbs to include 
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applying a presentation solution, as taught by Gibbs, for the benefit of providing a 
consistent, and thus more visually appealing, EPG interface theme to the user. 

Connelly and Gibbs fail to disclose a database of different EPG 
presentation solutions selectable by a control command from the signal filter. 

In an analogous art, Slivka teaches it was known to provide a database of 
a plurality of selectable presentation solutions for altering the appearance of user 
interfaces to suit particular tastes and desires (the "themes" which were included 
in the Windows 95 Plus Pack add-on product for the Windows 95 operating 
system, which allowed users to change the general appearance of their desktop, 
col. 2, lines 35-52). 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the system disclosed by Connelly and Gibbs to include a database 
of different presentation solutions selectable by a user, as taught by Slivka, for 
the benefit of providing a plurality of presentation solutions to suit varying tastes. 

Regarding claims 5 and 6, accessing and applying a mix of presentation 
solutions and functions is met by combining the addressed limitations of claims 3 
and 4, as shown above by Gibbs and Slivka, wherein providing both provides 
further flexibility to the system in customizing the EPG presentation. 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to provide both presentation solutions and functions to provide further 
flexibility for customizing a plurality of EPG presentations viewed by a user. 
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6. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Connelly 
and Gibbs as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Kikinis (6,205,485, listed 
on the PTO-1449 filed 01/31/02). 

Regarding claim 8, Connelly and Gibbs disclose the system of claim 1, but 
fail to disclose the signal filter is based on input from a broadcaster. 

In an analogous art, Kikinis teaches receiving commands (command 
bearing tags, col. 4, lines 44-58) from a broadcaster (transmission is performed 
via satellite, col. 4, lines 38-43 and col. 5, lines 8-12) which control the display 
presented to a user (col. 7 line 47 - col. 8 line 9), enabling the broadcaster to 
control the information presented to a user in the most beneficial manner (col. 5, 
lines 13-32). 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the system disclosed by Connelly and Gibbs to base the signal filter 
on input from a broadcaster, as taught by Kikinis, for the benefit of enabling the 
broadcaster to control the display presented to the user in the manner most 
beneficial to the broadcaster and the programming providers. 

7. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Connelly 
and Gibbs as applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of Borsuk (5,233,333). 

Regarding claim 9, Connelly and Gibbs, disclose the system of claim 7, 
but fail to disclose the user request is for a different font size. 
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In an analogous art, Borsuk teaches providing a user with the option and 
means to change the font size of displayed text (col. 4, lines 54-60) to 
accommodate reading of the displayed text by the visually impaired (col. 1 , lines 
5-15). 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the system disclosed by Connelly and Gibbs to include offer the 
choice of different font types and sizes to users, enabling users either see more 
EPG listing information at once, or to make the EPG listings larger and easier to 
read. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Rosin et al. (6,260,192), Cove et al. (6,266,098), Gould et al. 
(6,331,852), and Marshall et al. (5,502,504). 

9. The following are suggested formats for either a Certificate of Mailing or 
Certificate of Transmission under 37 CFR 1 .8(a). The certification may be included with 
all correspondence concerning this application or proceeding to establish a date of 
mailing or transmission under 37 CFR 1 .8(a). Proper use of this procedure will result in 
such communication being considered as timely if the established date is within the 
required period for reply. The Certificate should be signed by the individual actually 
depositing or transmitting the correspondence or by an individual who, upon information 
and belief, expects the correspondence to be mailed or transmitted in the normal course 
of business by another no later than the date indicated. 
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Certificate of Mailing 

I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the United States Postal Service with 
sufficient postage as first class mail in an envelope addressed to: 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

on . 

(Date) 

Typed or printed name of person signing this certificate: 



Signature: 



Certificate of Transmission 

I hereby certify that this correspondence is being facsimile transmitted to the United States Patent and 

Trademark Office, Fax No. (703) - on . 

(Date) 

Typed or printed name of person signing this certificate: 



Signature: 



Please refer to 37 CFR 1 .6(d) and 1 .8(a)(2) for filing limitations concerning 
facsimile transmissions and mailing, respectively. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dominic D Saltarelli whose telephone number is (703) 
305-8660. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 10-7. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christopher Grant can be reached on (703) 305-4755. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Dominic Saltarelli 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2611 
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